Members present:

Others present:

‘OPEN DISCUSSION

None.

MINUTES OF

.

Peditorial <changes to th Budget" wa
Teditorial changes to the Police Cc rt;act"

Page 3, last par rqph,
ment“ and

...k ¢ 7¢ ! C tles Bank and the
«Townijp that 1mpfem\ ts the Resolutlo ").

c1tor on the nece551¢y for ”ounc“
on tne Bo r& s dec151en of the Ishl 2r case, Ta‘,canl
spoken w1th 4 4 ; ger's and the Cha pm
request. Durlng thls conversa 1on, Tarlcanl reported, she emphasized
to the Solicitor that the Council had never before been asked, nor had
ever offered, to take a stand on any of the ZOn’ng earing Board's
Dec;s;ons. The S itor d

; with : formatlon, but agreed to”preéeed automati-
cal iy w1th the Board's defense of its posL‘ion.
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C-1. Centre £M,ien Parks and Recreation I
Dargitz summarized > ents of a letter r 3
Director of the Centre ,egaona Parks & R creat
ing the Council that the Department of
the maximum Parks Grant to $30,000 to . y

: i Grant Program, the total allowable e;,' €
unﬂer thls program would be limited to a cost of‘$60,4%d

Lechner noted that the program also stlgulates a minimum expendi-

m the participat-
, ity. He added that the Townshlp s share of funds for this
pzo3ect would not be needed until 1984.

Taricani said that the Township is not in the financial position to
undertake any such program; there are more important projects awaiting
the Township's attention. Stewart and Dean concurred, and Dargitz
instructed the Hanager to notify Bob Ayer that the concensus of Council
is to take no action regarding this program.

€C-2. Pennsylvania Fish Commission. Council is in receipt of a
copy of a letter to the Centre Regional Parks & Recreation Department
from the Pennsylvania Fish Commission confirming the latter's intentions
to correct the streambank erosion problems at Spring Creck Park. As
proposed, the project would entail no cost to, or labor output from,

the Township and the Council was in agreement that the construction
proceed.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Sign Ordinance and Zoning Ordinance. Ron Weis, Chairman of
the College Township Planning Commission, had forwarded to Council the
Centre Reglonai Pianning Commission's proposed amendments to both the
Townshin®s Sign Ordinance and to the Zoning Ordinance.

Dargitz noted that the Council had held a work session on the
Sign Ordinance cn Janunary 27, 1983, and that a Public Hearing on the
rev1sed Sign Ordinamnce is scheduled for March 1gith. In preperation
for that Publiic Hearing, he asked that Taricani, who has been working
on the Sign Crdinance for many years, review the Commission's recommenda-—
tions. Work on the Zoning Ordinance amendments, Dargitz added, would
commence shortly after the March 10th Hearing.




sion in lieu 'of the absent Dave Sweetland, ;Eﬁganeer fb; a:éze
He noted tbat the Centre Reg&@ﬂal Planninyg Commiss. x 3
Subdivision "its blessing™ and that the plan met all Teﬂnsuwf requlre—
ments. ‘

Following a short review of the Subdivision Pian, it was moved
by Dean and seconded by Balley that Council approve the Pre! iminar;
Final Plan of the Rallis Subleisaon, dated Becember 4, 1982, last
revised Jannary 28 1983- The motion was carriec nnanzmmusly, and the
requisite Council 519§a¢nres were secured. '

P-2 Sprlag Creek Estates, Phase VII, Preliminary Plan. A Sketch
Plan of the entire Spring Creek Estates Developm s presented to
Council by Uni-Tec Engineer, Pat Ward. He outlined the p -ameters of
Phase ViI, the plans which were under con51deratloq,and brlefly reviewed
the status of the precedlng Phases. Ward ailso noted that a,dlspnte
betﬁeen two property owners and the deveioper over the pavzno'ol a street
had been settled by written agreement.

‘ Stewart asked about the type of curbing to be installed,

- whether the individual property owner could request a speclflc Styie-
driveway. Ward replied that a uniform "low profile curblng was belng
installed throughout the Development and added that this type of curbing
obviates the need for indented drlveways. Both he and Lechner remarked
that low profile curbing carries several advantages over other methods.
No alterations could be made to the curbing by the homeowners, Lechner
added, as, once dedicated, the curbing becomes the property of the Town-
ship.

There being no further discussion, Dargitz reported that the sugges-
tions of the Planning Commission had been incorporated into the plans,
and entertained a motion by Taricani that the Preliminary Plan for
Phase VII of Spring Creek Estates, dated December 10, 1982, last revised
February 4, 1983, be approved. Stewart seconded and the motion was
carried unanimously.

F=3 Spring Creek Estates, Phase VIII, Preliminary Plan.
Pat Ward next presented to Council the Preliminary Plan for Phase VIII
of Spring Creek Estates, delineating the parameters of that area on the
overall Sketch Plan.

Lechner said that the Township Engineer, Dave Sweetland, had reviewed
the plians; that all recommended changes had been made; and that the plans
are in accordance with all Township requirements. He also noted that

- an effort had been made to resolve all problems before the plans are
@ Dbrought before Council, and commended Pat Ward for his cooperation.




B-1 PennDOT TurnbacklPre ram. Manager Lechner informed Ceunc11
that PennDOT had responc to his letter of January 5, 19 :
stated the Township's position in regard to the turn
and Pike Street.

In his letter of January 26, 1983, Thomas Ickes, a PennDOT Dlstrlct
Engineer, expressed the | ,

refusal to accept the t s ,
back'program. Ci ' p 1981 from then ‘halr-
man Taricani, he accused the Townshlp of falflng to honor 1ts<comm t-
ment to take over the brldges o:ce,certaln o) ] . eloj c-
tion i ements were completed. : r 1y $108,000
had already been expended by the Department to,w_den the roadway, '
improve drainage, repair the three brldges, and upgrade,guvrd;a;;s on
the approaches to these bridges. F , ! ' ayi

the ]

are tentatlvely scheduled for completlon thls summer. The, epartment
had acted in good faith" and had done everythlng possible to comply
with the Townshlp s speclflcatlons for improvement of these roads; he
suggested the Township act accordingly and complete the resolutions
necessary to initiate the formal legal agreement to transfer Pike Street
and Branch Road to College Township "with due haste"

Lechner remained unmoved by Ickes' protests, and maintained his
position that acceptance of the three bridges could be detrimental to
the Township. The Township does not have to accept the brldges as part
of the turnback program, he said, and the cost of bridge maintenance
and repair could be too costly for the Township to handle. He added
that any money received from the Liquid Fuels program Would be 1nsuff1—
cient to cover the bridges' maintenance costs.

Dargitz said that PennDOT had apparently misinterpreted Taricani's
letter of February 13, 1981. Nowhere in that letter, he contends, does
Taricani write that the Townshlp will take over the three brldges. The
letter does state that "upon completion of the constructlon and improve-
ments indicated below (enumerating three), College Township will take
over Branch Road and Pike Street and make them part of the Townshlp
road system."

Dargitz believed that PennDOT understood the letter to mean that
once all those area: the Township specified to be improved, including
the three bridges, were completed, they would all be accepted by the
Tcwashig ze part of the take-over. ¥aat the letter states, however,
is thac upon completion of all the specified work, with the repair ¢~
the bridges just one of the improvements toc be made, the Township will
take over the roads only. The letter, he said, is silent on the issue
of the take-over of the bridges.
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Dbean concurred and remarked that * z letter has been silent on
the issue of the bridges".. He that in very dasc&ssmon
with Eequf over the turnback 0‘ the roads pre ram,At 1 -

1d acce@tanee of the brldgesx,,E

Taricani agreed; had Council ever discussed the take-over of the
bridges as part of the program, she would have been more concerned over
the wordlng in her letter. The former Township Manager, upon whom she
relied for much of her information, "knew his roads" and it was never
his intent to accept the bridges.

Lechner noted that he had received word from PennDOT that should
the Township not accept the three bridges as part of the turn-back
program, the Department would forego the entire project. He further
noted that the Township “"could cross that brldge when it came to it”".

Dean then raised the guestion of the acceptance of Pike Street,

stating that in his two letters prior to Taricani's, no mention had been
made that the Township would include that street as part of the take-over.

Dargitz said that the major problem remained the issue of the
bridges, and the acceptance of Pike Street could be considered later.
He then instructed Manager Lechner to respond to Ickes’ letter and inform
him of Council's interpretation of the Department's misinterpretation
of the Township's intentions toward the turn-back program.

B-2 Sign: r PennDOT Extension Agreement on South Atherton
Street Bikeway. e College Township had ¢ inally initiated con-
tact with PennDOT on the South Atherton Street Bikeway, Lechner reported,
the Department is requestinc that the Township authorize an extension
of time to the Engineer and contractor for the Bikeway’'s construction.
He added that the extension would entail no further expenditures for the
Township.

No formal motion by the Council was necessary and Dargitz signed
the forms authorizing the extension on behalf of Council.

B-3 pp01ntment to the Centre Regional Senior Citizens Advisory
Commission. Taricani’s recommendation and motion and Dean's second
for thie appointment of Elvira Meyer as College Township's Representa-
tive to the Centre Regional Senior Citizens Advisory Commission was
enthusiastically and unanimously approved by Council conditional upon
her acceptance.

B-4 Industrial Development Authorlty -- Future IDA Loans. Dargitz
informed Council that some changes in the State Law regarding Industrial
Development Authorities (IDA) have resulted in new guidelines from the
State Department of Commerce and revisions to the Tax Equity and Fiscal
Respongibility Aet of 1982.
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The Tax Act now provides, he said, that before Industrial Develop-
ment Borde are to »~ issued, they must be approved by the Government Unit
on behalf of which the bonds are to be issued or by e -applicable elected
representative of such Govermmental Unii, or by Votzr nz: cendom after
a public hearing has been advertised and held by the IDA. 1In other words,
Dargitz explained, for those projects that are funded by the Township’'s
IDA, the Council now has the opportunity to approve or disapprove of any
loan before the bonds are issued. ‘

Dargitz then suggested that rather than having one Council Member
make such a decision individually, the issue be brbuqht before the
entire Council at one of the two regular month1y~meetings. He further
suggested that one Council Member be authorized to gn the approval
on behalf of Council, consistent, of course, with the majority vote.
The only draw-back to this method, Dargitz noted, might be one of timing --
i.e., that the IDA's final go-ahead would be delayed until Council could
meet to discuss the loan's approval. He advised that the opinion of the
Township Solicitor and a Member of the IDA be sought.

Taricani commented that since the Council is now meeting twice a
month on a regular basis, there should be no undue delay.

Dargitz agreed that any problems of timing could always be worked
out and appointed Donald Bailey to act as the Council's authorized
signer.

B-5 Consideration of the Act 511 Tax Ordinances. A Public Hear-
ing for the consideration of three Act 511 Tax Ordinances (a Mercantile
License Tax Ordinance, an Amusement Devices Tax Ordinance, and a
Franchise Fee on Cable TV Ordinance) was held on Monday, February 7, 1983.
At that hearing, Dargitz stated, all three Ordinances were considered,
for the most part, on a group basis. He suggested that for the purpose
of this evening's consideration, each one of the Ordinances be addressed
individually.

The Mercantile License Tax Ordinance, if adopted, would impose a
.75 Mill levy on retail sales of goods, wares and merchandise and a
.5 Mill levy on wholesale sales of goods, wares and merchandise to
retail dealers. The first $40,000 of gross sales per year would be
exempt from the Tax, Dargitz stated, although a $10 License would have
to be obtained by all merchants (transients included), whether liable
for the Tax or not. The Ordinance also requires that Tax Returns be
filed quarterly, outlines the duties of the Tax Collector, and provides
for fines and penalties for violations. Dargitz then invited the Council
Members' comments.

Stewart declined t2> comment (at the Hearing he had stated that he
was opposed to the taxj.

Taricani stated that she had given the Tax a lot of thought and was
very much affected by the presentations of the Township's merchants at
the Public Hearing. She said that she sees many inequities in the
Mercantile License Tax Ordinance as proposed; in particular the Ordinance's
arbitrary imposition of a tax on merchandise only, excluding service
income and all manufacturing.




Council Meeting
February 10,1983
Page 7

Taricani also had difficulty with the Mercantile License Tax in that
it taxes gross s..:s as opposed to net profits; in the case of some busi-
nesses, she noted, the gross sales can be enormous while the net profits
can be almost nii.

Taricani concluded by saying that she could support some sort of
overall tax on all businesses, but cannot lend her support in favor of
the Mercantile License Tax Ordinance.

Bailey, on the other hand, supported the adoption of the Mercantile
License Tax. Although he was not overly enthused about any of the aAct 511
Taxes, and agreed that they were, in fact, "nuisance taxes", he felt that
since the imposition of these taxes had been authorized through State
legislation the Township should make use of them to provide those funds
So necessary for the maintenance of services. He also suggested, as did
Taricani, that Council and indeed all Township Residents approach their
Pennsylvania State Representatives and urge that more equitable taxes
be enacted.

In addition, Bailey noted his disagreement with the extra bookkeeping
argument that many of the merchants presented at the Public Hearing. He
stated that most of the records needed for compliance with the Mercantile
License Tax would have to be kept for the purpose of filing State Income
Taxes. (Dean and Taricani later concurred and both remarked that detailed
record keeping is an essential part of sound business practices.)

Rather than placing the entire tax burden on the people who live
in College Township, Bailey concluded he was in favor of broadening the
tax base to include those people who use the Township's services but live
outside.

Dean commented that he was essentially in agreement with Taricani
in his inability to support the Mercantile License Tax Ordinance. Certain
inequities in philosophy, in particular the exemption of all manufacturing,
precludes his acceptance of the Ordinance as now written. He suggested
that Council explore alternative approaches perhaps, "for all its faults",
the Business Privilege Tax.

Dargitz noted that Council, should it desire to impose a tax on
businesses, is limited to two choices: a Mercantile License Tax or a
Business Privilege Tax. The only difference between them is that the
latter tax also applies to services, such as dry cleaners, doctors, etc.
The gross profit vs net profit issue cannot be addressed, he explained,
because the Township does not have the power to tax net profits.

The only other revenue raising source left to the Township would
be to increase next year's Real Estate Taxes, he added, which would not
help thz Township’s 1982 financial prohliem,

Dargitz then voiced his support of the Mercantile License Tax
Ordinance despite its faults. He felt that the revenues would ultimately
come, not from the businessmen themselves, but from the customers instead,
approximately 90% of whom do not live in the Township.
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As with every tax, Dargltz added, the Mexcantlly License Tax is
discriminatory. No tax is tota i; : '

Additionally, Dargitz does not believe that,the tax is so hlgh as
to make any one merchant non-competltlve.

College Township has a high level of business activity, Dargitz
stated, and Council should take ad antage of the resources we have (as
have many other municipalities throuchout the State). "The Mercantile
License Tax may not be pleasant", he added "but it is approprlate to
College Township”.

In conclusion, while Dargitz does not really like the Mercantile
License Tax ("I don't like the Real Estate Tax elther“.), he belleves
it to be preferable to continually falling back on the property owner
via increased Real Estate Taxes.

The imposition of a Business Privilege Tax vis-a-vis the Mercantile
License Tax was next discussed. The Business Privilege Tax, Dargitz
reiterated, would impose a tax on services as well as goods. It can be
levied one of two ways: as a Millage rate based on gross sales or as
flat rate on all businesses, irrespective of sales. The latter method
would be inappropriate, Dargitz noted, because it would tax the large
retailers the same amount as the smaller independent merchants.

Dean said that he could "swallow" an across-the-board business tax
on gross sales of goods and services. Even though the Townshlp contains
very few service concerns that could be taxed under the Business
Privilege Tax, he feels that a tax on services as well as merchandise
would remove at least one point of discrimination and dissention. He
is less interested in the broadening of the tax base that the Business
Privilege Tax would realize than he is in the removal of some of the
inequities of the Mercantile License Tax.

Dargitz then suggested that Council approve the Mercantile License
Tazx and work teward the enactment of a tax on services as well. He noted
that time is passing and that each month the Township does without this
extra source of income revenues are lost and projects are delayed.

Dean replied that he would prefer to wait a while longer than to
enact an inequitable tax. The value of a tax on bu51nesses, he added,
lies not so much in the immediate frture but in the years ahead.
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Taricani concurred and stated that unpleasant as it may be the
Townshlp may have to cut back its pr d
year. ]
reasse
propert:; es,\
ship basis b

Chris Exarchos, who attended the mee; ng, o
the Mercant e L ;

in fact, it is thewo
v1ab111ty, he e 1a1 ed,

business in the Nittapnyall, to pay ;owé;axthé
which they constantly benefit.

Dargltz agreed and remarked that while it is good to have a strong
economic base most of the benefits of this strong commercial activity do
not go to the Township residents. Relatlvely few Townshlp residents are
employed at the Mall, he noted, while those extra costs for police
services and road malntenance that the Mall businesses require are bourn
by all the residents of the Township through their Real Estate Taxes.
"Economic strength and growth do not come for free", he added.

All discussion concluded, Dargitz then outlined the options available
with regard to passage of the Mercantile License Tax Ordlnance. Council
could (1) table the Ordlnance or (2) entertaln a motlon to pass the
Ordinance or (3) do nothing. Should the Council opt to table the Ordinance
it could do so with the provision that the tax be modified to 1nclude
business services as well as mercantile transactions.

Choosing option number one, Dean moved that Council table further
consideration of the Mercantile License Tax Ordlnance pendlng
examination of the ramifications of a Business Use Tax patterned
somewhat on the same scale. Taricani seconded, and the motion
was carried unanimously. ‘

Council next considered an Ordinance granting a franchise to Centre

video Corporation, its successors and assigns to construct, operate and
maintain 2 cabkle television system in the Townshlp of Coilege, setting
forth conditions accompanying the grant of the frdntulse, providing for
Township regulations and for use of the cable television system. As pro-
posed, this Ordinance would levy a 3% tax on those gross revenues received
by the Cable TV Company from Ccllege Township customers. Dargitz noted
that this Ordinance was essentially the same as the one passed by the
State College Borough.
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In addition, two representatives from the Centre Video Corporation
1n a tendance and they , d their acceptance of the Ordinance and

; drat erse tc slop
plete wordlng, he amended hls motlen to read that the @ i

51gnals to Sectlon I, Paragranh B—l, folloylng thek
by coaxial cable audio and/or visual radio, te evis
electronic 51gnals”- and the addition of the o)
cognizant regulatoxy agencags" wherever the Federa
Commission is mentioned. 3] ¢
second and the motion was carrled unar

The adoption of an Amusement Devices Tax Ordinance was next discussed.
This Ordinance would provide for the levy of a tax on all sement devices
at the rate of $50 per machine per year. Replaeement machines would
not be assessed an additional tax, Dargitz said, and noted that the
Ordinance also outllned the duties of the Tax Collector and those fines
and penalties to be assessed for violations. The Amusement Devices Tax
Ordinance was also the subject of the February 7th Public Hearing, he
added.

Bailey noted his uncertainty that the machines could adeguately
be policed for compliance with the Ordinance.

Dean replied that partial control could be imposed through a quota
system but added that the problem of inventorying the machines was not his
biggest objection. He was opposed to the imposition of an Amusement Devices
Tax Ordinance because at the present time virtually only one concern --
Nittany Mall's The Barrel of Fun -- would be affected. Should another
arcade-type amusement place open in the Tbwnship then he would support
taking another look at the Tax.

Taricani also opposed the Amusement Devices Tax for much the same
reasons as Dean. It bothered her that the tax would fall primarily on
that one business, notwithstanding the fact that the Barrel of Fun is a
National concern. To Dargitz'’s remark that Centre Video is the sole
business to be taxed under the Franchise Fee Ordinance, she replied that
while she is philosophically opposed to that tax also, "everybody else
is doing it"” and without that tax College Township is effectively sub-
sidizing all the other Municipalities.

Dargitz had no other comments to add and summed up the Council's
concensus that the members take no action on the Amusement Devices Tax
Ordinance.

SR




COMMITTEE REPORTS

Stewart -- Public Services Committee =-
at the ; ‘ xt month's mee;ang;ﬁ}k”e

rua. ; saeeting that the;
discussion on a Regional poi~ce force.

Taricani -- Executive Committee -- said that the Age
Committee’s next meeting would include an update of the S
Facility. '

Dargitz -- Transportation Committee -- reported that it was recom-
mended at the last meeting that a planner ired

road projects and bikeways were also disc
construction of the improvements to Fox |
this Aprll, with pro;ect completlon sche

e4Bypass from the
Hospltal to East College Avenue is to be bld in Jnne as is the Park
Avenue Extension.

Bailey wondered whether the speed limit had been reduced to 35 MPH
on College Township's portion of Fox Hollow Road as had been recommended
by Council. He was informed by Lechner that this has not yet been done,
but Lechner will follow-up.

Dean ~- Code Enforcement and Finance Committees -- said that
neither of the two Committees had met for the month.

OTHER BUSINESS

Stewart said that he had witnessed many incidents of children
"playing hookey from school” to play video games and other amusement
devices. He agreed to Dargitz's suggestion that he work on an Ordinance
prohibiting school-age children from playing video-type games during
school hours.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Dargitz informed Council that George Beatty had accepted with
pleasure his appointment to the Environmental Advisory Council.

ADJOURNMENT

Taricani's motion and Dean's second for adjournment met with
unanimous Council Members® approval at 9:29 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

C. Thomas Lachner
Secretary

CTL:ss:bh
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MANAGER’S UPDATE

COUNCIL MEETING - February 10 l‘ 3

1.
2,.
3.
4.
5.

Notify Robert Ayer, Centre Re onal Parks & Recreat: g, ept. Director,
Council's decision re app tion for Parks Gr DCA.
Concensus of Council was to take no action regardlng th s program

due to financial situation. "

Letter was sent on April 28, 1983

Reply to PA Fish Commission's letter requestlng Townshlp s permission
for the Commission to correct streambank erosion in Spring Creek Park.
Council was in agreement that the construction proceed.

Letter was sent 2/2/83 authorizing the Commission to assist

in flsh habitat improvement work on that part of Sgrlng Creek
Ibcated in Spring Creek Park.

Respond to Tom Ickes' letter regarding Road Turnback program and
inform him of Council's interpretation of the Township's intentions
toward the turnback program.

Letter was sent on 2/14/83

Write letter to Elvira Meyer confirming her appointment by Council -
to the Centre Regional Senior Citizens Advisory Commission.

Letter of Confirmation was sent on 2/28/83

Follow-up on Council's request for reduction of Speed Limit on
Township's portion of Fox Hollow Road from 40 MPH to 35 MPH.

Taienhone conver

speed limit reduction had been apvroved and s1gns w111 be installed
when avaiiable

ALsg ADDED NOTE: Speed Limit on West Branch Road has been reduced
from 40 to 35 MPH, Signs have been instalied, and he also thought
NO PASSING signs have been installed along thlS road.




